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Abstract 
The present study is an attempt to investigate the teaching techniques and methods that instructors of private EFL institutes in 
Iran utilize for the instruction of interlanguage pragmatics in their EFL classes. Two hundred and thirty eight instructors from 
different institutes took part in this study. The data were gathered through a questionnaire and a semi-structured interview. 
The results showed that the instructors mostly made use of implicit instruction of pragmatic rules with inductive approach, 
role-playing, pair-work or group-work, field-experience, topics and situations to teach interlanguage pragmatics while they 
utilized explicit teaching of pragmatic features (explanation of politeness matters, pragmatic strategies and so on) with 
deductive approach, computer programs, films, email exchanges, awareness-raising and production tasks, form-focused 
teaching and so on to a lesser extent. Based on the findings of the study, pedagogical implications for language teachers are 
provided as well. It can inform language instructors of different possible ways to teach pragmatic features to learners. 
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1.Introduction: 
 
Over the past few decades, within WKHGRPDLQRI 6HFRQG/DQJXDJH$FTXLVLWLRQ GHYHORSLQJ OHDUQHUV¶
communicative competence and the component of pragmatic competence in  foreign language contexts has been 
conceptualized as the major concerns on the part of language teaching professionals (Kasper & Rose, 2002; 
Kasper & Roever, 2005). Models of communicative competence (Canale & Swain ,1980; Bachman, 1990) have 
                                                          
*
 Corresponding author. Tel.: +603-0000000; fax: +0-000-000-0000 . 
          E-mail address: atieh_farashaiyan@yahoo.com 
Available online at www.sciencedirect.com
© 2013 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd.
Selection and peer-review under responsibility of Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia.
62   Atieh. Farashaiyan et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  118 ( 2014 )  61 – 67 
 
revealed that communicating effectively and appropriately in a target language requires the knowledge of the 
features of the language system as well as the pragmatic rules of language use (Martínez-)ORU	8Vȩ-Juan ,2010). 
 
Moreover, with the augmentation of  globalization and the desire to communicate to a variety of communities 
with different cultures, the need for L2 pragmatics instruction as a key and fundamental component of second 
language knowledge besides the grammatical rules and vocabulary  can be felt more and more than before 
(Bachman and Palmer , 2010). As such, in the recent decades, the scholars have necessitated the role of teaching 
in the development of L2 pragmatics (for reviews, see Martinez- Flor et al, 2003; Kasper, 2001; Kasper & Rose, 
2002), and it has been shown that learners which are instructed  on a variety of   pragmatics features have 
benefited more (Olshtain and Cohen, 1990; Takahashi, 2001; Rose and Ng Kwai-Fun, 2001, Safont, 2005). The 
fact is that if learners are left to their own devices and ways to have contact with the target language inside and 
outside of the classroom context, it seems that they do not acquire the pragmatic features of the target language 
on their own. On the other hand, the teaching of L2 pragmatics is often neglected and gone unnoticed in the 
traditional language classrooms0RUHRYHULWVHHPVWKDWWKH()/OHDUQHUV¶FRPPXQLFDWLYHQHHGVDQGDOVR the L2 
pragmatics have been neglected in foreign language contexts, especially in the educational system of Iran as a 
EFL context (Eslami-rasekh & Mardani , 2010). 
 
Most of Iranian EFL learners have interpersonal problems in interacting with native speakers. This is 
rooted in the fact that in foreign language contexts such as Iran, learning happens almost exclusively in 
classrooms where many teachers have similar L1 and cultural background like their students, and only a 
restricted amount of social interactions is provided. The resulting lack of interactions with native speakers can 
lead to pragmatic failure and communication breakdown. Thus, pragmatics constitutes a fundamental element of 
language ability for EFL learners (Sadeghi & Foutooh, 2012). In addition, the application of  appropriate teaching 
methodologies is considered as  a fundamental part of any EFL teaching program that makes teaching and 
learning more effective which is overlooked in Iranian educational system (Allami & Naeimi, 2011). This matter 
is better reflected by Bardovi-Harlig and Mahan-Taylor (2003). They asserted that the major aims of instruction 
in pragmatics are not merely to augment the pragmatic awareness of learners with a variety of pragmatic features 
in the target language but also to help them practice those features being instructed.  
 
 A number of investigation have been done to probe the different kinds of  classroom interventions or 
different effects of some approaches in instruction of L2 pragmatics in EFL contexts such as Ghobadi & Fahim 
(2009), Dastjerdi & Rezvani (2010), Noroozi (2012), Yaqubi et al. (2012) and Sadeghi & Foutooh (2012) in the 
Iranian context and Takahashi (2010), Alcon Soler (2010), and Fordyce (2013) in other EFL contexts to name a 
few. Based on the previous findings, there is a lack of studies regarding the methods teachers use for L2 
pragmatics instruction. As such, this study intends to fill this gap by investigating the approaches and methods 
teachers utilized to teach L2 pragmatics. The following research question is posed to answer this objective. What 
are the teaching methods and techniques instructors utilize for teaching interlanguage pragmatics? 
 
 
3. Method: 
 
3.1. Participants: 
 
Two hundred and thirty eight instructors selected based on convenience sampling took part in the study. 
7RVKHGPRUHOLJKWRQLQVWUXFWRUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVLQWHUPVRIWKHLUWHDFKLQJPHWKRGVDQGWHFKQLTXHVLQLQWHUODQJXDJH
pragmatics instruction, semi-structured interviews were conducted with twenty teachers in order to arrive at 
richer findings. 
 
3.2. Instruments: 
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7KH UHVHDUFK LQVWUXPHQWV IRU FROOHFWLQJ WKHGDWD LQ WKLV VWXG\ LQFOXGHG WHDFKHUV¶PHWKRGRORJ\TXHVWLRQQDLUH LQ
WHUPVRIWKHWHDFKHUV¶PHWKRGRORJ\DQGVHPL-structured interview.  
 
3.2.1. Questionnaire: 
 
This questionnaire was developed by the researcher consisting of some items which followed the Likert 
technique of scale construction. The questionnaire consisted of 37 items which was developed based on the 
LQVWUXFWRUV¶ PHWKRGV DQG WHFKQLTXHV LQ LPSOHPHQWLQJ DQG SUDFticing L2 pragmatics in their classes. These 
methods and techniques were designed based on the literature and studies done on the pragmatics instruction in 
different EFL settings. In order to determine the validity of this questionnaire, the approval of three experts and 
experienced professors of the School of language studies and linguistics at UKM was obtained. The reliability of 
the questionnaire was calculated utilizing Cronbach alpha (CA). The overall internal consistency of the 
questionnaire was determined to be 0.83% . 
 
3.2.2. Semi-structured Interview 
In addition, 20 EFL private institute teachers were interviewed to collect more information and in-depth 
understanding on their perceptions and attitudes towards the techniques and methods they use in teaching  
SUDJPDWLFVLQWKHLUFODVVURRPVEDVHGRQWKHLUSHUVRQDOEDFNJURXQGV(DFKLQWHUYLHZZDVGRQHLQWKHLQVWUXFWRUV¶
native language (Persian). Native language was used in order to avoid any misunderstandings about the questions 
posed and the data were translated in English. All the interviews were tape-recorded and transcribed.  
 
3.3. Data collection procedure and analysis: 
 
7KH GDWD UHTXLUHG IRU WKH SUHVHQW VWXG\ZHUH JDWKHUHG GXULQJ RQH WHUP RI WKH LQVWLWXWHV¶ DFDGHPLF \HDU
from some language institutes in the city of Shiraz, Iran. The questionnaires were distributed to the teachers with 
permission  from the head of the institutes. The teachers were given as much time as needed to complete the 
questionnaire during their class session or at home. Having collected the data through the questionnaire, the 
researcher asked a group of 20 volunteer teachers to take part in an interview. They were asked to talk about the 
techniques and methods they use in teaching interlanguage pragmatics. Each interview took approximately 15 to 30 
minutes. In order to answer the research question mentioned earlier, both quantitative and qualitative analyses were 
carried out. The data collected through questionnaire was subjected to descriptive statistics through SPSS software. 
For the analysis of the interview, the thematic analysis was employed. The coding scheme for the analysis of 
interview data  involved the construction of categories through repeated scrutiny of data instead of imposing 
predetermined categories on data. By reading through the interview transcripts and reviewing the recorded data 
RYHUDQGRYHUDJDLQWKHUHVHDUFKHUGLVFRYHUHGWKHODQJXDJHLQVWUXFWRUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIWKHWHFKQLTXHVDQGPHWKRGV
for teaching pragmatics and identified the recurrent themes and salient comments with regard to this issue in their 
classrooms. 
 
4.Results and Discussion: 
 
What are the teaching methods and techniques instructors utilize for teaching inter-language 
pragmatics? 
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To answer the research question of the study, the questionnaire data were analyzed through descriptive statistics. 
The following table illustrates the results of item analysis in ascending order. 
 
7DEOH7HDFKHUV¶GHJUHHRIWKHSUDFWLFHRI,QWHUODQJXDJHSUDJPDWLFVWHFKQLTXHV	PHWKRGV 
 
No.                       Methods                                                                                                                   Mean     
19.  I divide learners into pairs or small groups to practice the real-life situations                           4.17 
23. I ask learners to do role-play to practice the language function.                                                  4.03 
2. I teach language functions implicitly.                                                                                             3.92 
10. I use topics and situations to teach language functions.                                                               3.86 
29. I use field experience.                                                                                                                   3.66 
4. I make use of inductive approach.                                                                                                  3.55 
11. I try to be a model of socially and culturally correct responses and behavior.                            3.47  
26. I use dialog completion from the book or by writing on the board.                                             3.46 
12. . I ask learners to make sentences with language functions.                                                        3.37 
22. I ask learners to learn by watching, listening and speaking                                                         3.34 
the target language out of the class. 
13. I try to familiarize learners with the culture of the target language.                                           3.05 
20. I give feedback to learners while doing the pair work or group-work activities .                      2.88 
14. I help learners learn the language functions strategies/structure                                                2.86 
through memorizing dialogues 
21. I create situations for authentic and meaningful interactions in class.                                        2.73 
27. I discuss socially and culturally appropriate language and behavior.                                         2.67 
28. I analyze a social dilemma or problem with learners in class discussions.                                 2.59 
35. I share what I hear/read about foreign cultures with my learners.                                              2.58 
34. I ask my learners to talk about living in a foreign culture.                                                          2.52 
24. . I read scenario and identify correct responses and behavior from learners.                              2.15 
36.  I use verbal means of communication to teach such as pauses,                                                 2.12 
changes of intonation, voice quality or periods of silence 
37. I use non-verbal means of communication to teach such as                                                       2.07 
body language or body movements, facial expressions, eye contact, etc. 
25. I read about socially and culturally appropriate communication for learners.                            1.99 
33. I discuss the prejudices towards the foreign culture with my learners.                                       1.98 
18. I use translation and let students use their native language                                                         1.83 
 when misunderstanding happens. 
3. I use deductive approach to teach language functions.                                                                  1.82 
 
31. I ask my learners to do some research about foreign cultures.                                                    1.81 
5. I use awareness-raising and production tasks by giving explicit                                                  1.79 
 metapragmatic explanation 
6. I teach through input enhancement and recast techniques.                                                             1.78 
 
15. I use songs, jokes or anecdotes from typical films from the target culture.                                 1.74 
17. I use listening task for learners to listen to a audio-or                                                                  1.72 
video-taped real-life intercultural misunderstanding situation  
and ask them to get into pairs or groups to explain the misunderstanding 
7. I use form-focus instruction ( focus on different forms/ strategies).                                              1.69 
8. I employ video-taped cultural dialogues or films for learners.                                                      1.66 
1. I teach language functions explicitly.                                                                                             1.63 
 
9. I use the culture puzzle, language games and classroom guest from foreign cultures.                  1.58 
30. I ask learners to do email exchanges for different language functions.                                        1.30 
32. I put pictures about foreign cultures on the classroom walks.                                                     1.15 
16. I use computer programs or computer-mediated language learning.                                           1.05 
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The table starts with the items that shows the most used methods by the teachers and moves towards 
WKRVHWKDWGLVSOD\VWHDFKHUV¶OHDVWXVHGPHWKRGV6WDUWLQJIURPWRSRIWKHWDEOHRQHFDQVHHWKDWWKHPHDQRILWHP
19 (pair work or group work) is the most (4.17), then followed by item 23 (role-playing), item 2 (implicit 
teaching), item 10 (Using topics & situations), item 29 (Using field experience) as 4.03, 3.92, 3.86 and 3.66 are 
the most used methods respectively as compared to other methods. On the contrary, the item in which the 
teachers expressed the least degree of use is item 16 (computer-mediated language learning), whose mean is 1.55, 
then item 32 (Using picture of foreign culture) with the mean of 1.57, item 30 (doing email exchanges) with 1.58, 
item 9 (Using the culture puzzle, language games & class guest) with 1.58, item 1 (explicit teaching) with 1.63 
and item 8 (films) with 1.66 were among the least used  methods respectively. 
 
The researcher later focused on the teaching methods utilized by the teachers for teaching inter-language 
pragmatics through interview data.  Having analyzed the data generated from the interview, the researcher came 
up with a number of categories. 7 teachers (n=7) stated that they used inductive teaching in their classes through 
pair work or group work. 5 teachers (n=5) asserted that they used inductive and implicit teaching by giving 
examples in different situations and role-play. 4 teachers(n=4) referred to using situations and asking about the 
topic in the classes. 1 teacher (n=1) asserted that she used an eclectic method which she found the most effective. 
The rest of teachers did not state any particular approach in teaching pragmatics. The table below shows the 
approaches used by the teachers and their frequency. 
 
Table 2: The approaches used by the teachers in teaching Interlanguage pragmatics 
 
Approach Number of 
teachers 
percent
age 
Inductive approach  7 35% 
Inductive implicit 5 25% 
Situations and topic 4 20% 
Eclectic approach 1 5% 
No particular approach towards pragmatics 3 15% 
 
The teachers were also asked what techniques they used in order to teach pragmatic instruction. The 
graph below shows the most frequent  techniques  used by the teachers to teach pragmatic instruction. 
As seen and based on the techniques used, inadequate attention had been paid to transferring the cultural, social 
point in teaching pragmatics. They believed lack of time and facilities are the main reasons for not being able to 
teach pragmatic instructions well. 
 
Based on the findings of this study, it can be argued that the pragmatic features are taught mostly 
LPSOLFLWO\LQ,UDQLDQHGXFDWLRQDOV\VWHPDVLVWKHFDVHLQPRVW()/FRQWH[WVZKLFKUHVXOWVLQOHDUQHUV¶ODFNRI/
pragmatic competence. One possibility is to apply an explicit approach to the instruction of L2 pragmatics. The 
explicit approach makes the input or metapragmatic information salient to learners through the input-based 
DFWLYLWLHVWHDFKHU¶VH[SOLFLWH[SODQDWLRQRISUDJPDWLFUXOHVRUDZDUHQHVV-raising tasks to assist learners notice the 
target forms (pragmalinguistics) and the relevant contextual features (sociopragmatics) through explicit-
deductive approach which is line with previous studies such as Takahashi (2001), Alcon (2005), Takimoto 
(2006,2008,2009) and Yaqubi (2012). 
 
5. Conclusions and Implications: 
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,Q WKLV SDSHU WKH WHDFKHUV¶ WHFKQLTXHV DQG PHWKRGV LQ LQWHUODQJXDJH SUDJPDWLFV LQVWUXFWLRQ ZDV
investigated in different EFL private institutes. The findings of this study like the previous studies revealed that 
there is no universal method or technique for teaching interlanguage pragmatics and most of the teachers make 
use of implicit approaches with the integration of different techniques such as pair work, role-playing, using 
topics and situations, field experience and etc. were the most frequent techniques utilized by the participants. 
 
The findings of this study can inform the instructors of different possible ways to teach pragmatic 
features. In other words, in terms of the teaching approaches, methods, and techniques, instructors can choose 
explicit or deductive approaches or an informed eclectic approach to make the pragmatic features salient to the 
learners especially in Iran where the lack of pragmatic knowledge by teachers and also limited class time 
available for teaching the foreign language prevent them from inserting pragmatic aspects in their teaching 
materials. Considering the limitations of the study, the data collection was confined to one province of Iran due to 
limitations in time and the inaccessibility to all Iranian participants all over Iran. Thus, the findings of this study 
may not be generalized to the whole population of Iranian learners. So, conducting the same survey in other cities 
or even in other EFL contexts would improve the generalizability RIWKHVWXG\¶VILQGLQJVWREURDGHUFRQWH[WV 
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